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PREFACE: ORGANIZATION OF THIS REPORT

: 4
This report presents a case study of the economic impact of six in-

»

stitutions on the economy of the Columbus metropo]itan‘area. The "Intro;
A

" _
ductton“ briefly presents the history and purpose of the project, and

~ g

indicates the'process by which cities and institutions were selected.
The report ' continues with a section brjef]y deseribing %the Co]umbus
area economy and the breader arts commpnity; The third sectipnvdf the
report presents our findings concerning the economic effects of the ex-
am1ned institutions. Th1s section begins with an. out11ne of the studyl

approach data pequ1rements, and Wethods *Included is a review of the

1
1imited nature of our analysis. F1nd1ngs are presented in terms of d1rect

and secondary effects on logal business vo]ume; personal. incomes and jobs,
. &
business_investment and-expansiogwgf the 1oca1 cred;t base together with

Y
-

- J
A -

effects'bn government tevenues and expenditures.
’ A variety of technical matters concerning data quality and analytical

methods are addressed in this section,'especia11y matters involviny Tocal

~

and visitor audience spending. The reader is referred to a“detailed
techn1ca1 supp]ement for a more complete discussion of data handling and

‘methodo1og1ca1 issues. a
a L4

" The final section ofAthe report is deroted to a further review of the

'11m1ted nature of our analysis, including a discussion of, the less tang1b1e

economic effects that haveﬁfﬁ?been identified. Caveats are rev1ewed re-

" garding the u%e of the data for the development of arts and econom1c de- |

velopment po]ic1es.

.
&g
ER 3




. \o SECTION I: INTRODUCTION: _
| . .. ) !
A. The History of the Project

—— ~

This reportjis one of a set of six case studies of the economic
impact of arts activities conducted during fis¢a1’1©78 by-'staff of the -

Johns Hopkins University Center for Metropolitan Planning and Research
in partnership with arts agencies in: .Colufibus, Minneapolis-St. Paul,
| ) . ¢ - t -

" | N - » ) R ‘
Springfield, I11inois, Salt Lake City, St Louis and -San Antonio.* The

studies are a cont1nua;_gn§ff a p]]Ot effort conducted in Ba]timore in

“fiscal 1976.**. Researcn_haéybeenkfupported by the Nationa1 Endowment
‘ 5

for theﬁﬁrts with significant cost_sharing and donated services by the

Johns Hopkins University and local sponsorino‘agencies. " An overview

and analysis of the six city Partmership'Cities Project is cuz;int]y in’

progress and will result in a separate report A technica1 supp]ement for

each, case study is also being prepared. It Wiii inciude a review of study

protedures in each city and the data(used in estimating. various effects.

- The six partiCipating c1t1es were seiected from an 1nitia1 group of

approximateiy 70 cities and #institutions that had responded to'either

letters sent to local and state arts agencies'or anﬁ%@hcements in arts-

related pubiications. Approximately éO’aggncies continuedsto express . °
*Study sponsors include The Greate;’EziumbusyArts Coungiia Twin”

Cities Metropolitan Arts Alliancg, Springboard, The Utah Arts Council,

The Arts and Education Council ot Greater §t. Louis, and tne.Arts Council

of San Antonio L ; L ‘ : . ,
- ' ‘( - ,

[

DaVid‘CWi and Katharine Lya]]"Economic Impacts of Arts and Cul-
tura] Institutions: A Model for Assessment and a Case Study in Baltimore,
Research Division Report #6. Néw York: PabTishing Center for Cultural

‘Resou?tes, 1977. :

N\
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interest after eva]uating the Tevel of effort required for participation. °

v

A natiOna] advisory committee helped in the selection of the final Six

. . ' ‘ 2 ..
cities. .

L ’ . . ) -
Exhibit 2 presents the partnership cities and examined institutions.

They arevscattered throughout the United. States and include a variety of .

d1fferent types ,of museums and pgﬁformfng arts organ1zations It is
important to note that they are not a sc1ent1f1c samp]e but rather an
éllustrative cross section of some of the more we]]—known local resources
in'eath city. A'variety of arts agencies are represented as.study spon—.'
“sors & each of whom utilized somewhat'different management plans and local
resoyrces, Our overV1ew and ana]ys1s of the entire six c1ty prOJect

w1}1 “include an assessment of the 1mpact of these different arrangements

on study conduct.. 1

B. Project Objectives

. . . \
- [

The Arts Endowment' S original decision to support the deve10pment of

- a ‘modeT to assess the "economic 1mpact o€ .the arts was. made tn response to-

oL ®

intense interest by arts agencies and‘dnst1tut1ons in methodo]og1esxfor

the conduct of economic impaet studies. Our approach was intended to en~

-~

[4

ab]e local ‘agencies and 1nst1tut1ons to, conduet usefu] and credible studies
‘ .

given limited resources for rese&rch purposes . -

I The approach developed and pi]oted in Ba]timore utiljzed a 30 equation

mode] to 1dentny a var1ety of effects 1nvo1v1ng not on]y businesses but

-

government and 1nd1V1duals as well.* The model ut111zes data" from the

- . a. N b 1\ N
*This model. was adapted from J. Caffrey and H. Isaacs; Estimating the -
Impact of a Co]]eg;,or University on the Loca] Economy (Wash1ngton, D.C.
American ( Counc11 on Education, 1977). ,

*
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T List of Participating Tnstitutions

Minneapolis/St. Paul -

The Children's Theatre

Chimera Theatre

The Cricket Theatre

The Guthrie Theater
Minneapolis Institute of Arts._
Minnesota Dance Theatre
Minnesota Orchestra

St. Paul Chamber Orchestra b
Walker Art Center T

The Science Museum of Minnesota™”

SEringfield

- Springfield Symphony Orchestra

Springfield Theatre Guild ¢
Springfield Art Association
Springfield Ballet

Art Collection in Illinois

- State Museum
01d State Capitol
Community Concert Series
Springfield Municipal Opera
0ld. State Capitol Art Fair
Great American People Show

Columbus

Ballet Metropolitan

Columbus Museum of Art ;

Columbus Symphony Orchestra .

Center of Science § Industry

Players Theatre of Columbus

Columbus Association for the
Performing Arts (Ohio
Theatre)

Salt'Lake City

Ballet West , ,

Pioneer Memorial Theatre
Repertory Dance Theatre

Salt Lake Art Center

Theatre 138 - ’ , s
Tiffany's Attic

Utah Museum of Fine Arts

Utah Symphony .

Utah Opera Company N

‘Kirie-Woodbury Dance Co.

St. Louis

St. Louis Art.Museum
St. Louil Conservatory § School

for the Arts (CASA)
St. Louis Symphony '
Missouri Botanical Garden
McDonnell Planetarium
Loretto-Hilton Repertory Theatre
Museum of Science*and Natural

" History ‘

Dance Concert Society

/

San Antonio

San Antonio Symphony

San Antonio Opera

The Witte Museum

Museum. of Transpoertation
The Carver Cultural Center’

i
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i .
1nterna1 records of examined arts 1nst1tutions as well as from 1oca]

state, and federai sources. Audience research is also required as we]]
- as a survey of the staff of examined institutions Consequent]y, the

study process ean proXcde sponsors with an opportunity to deve]op a data

base on audiences, staff and 1nst1tutiona1 operating characteristics
“that tan be- updated over time and may be usefu] -in 1ts gwn right. In .
the context of -the work conducted up to that time the Baltimore Case
Study made severa] advances which are describ&g in that’ report |

Following the dissemination of the study; questions were raised re-

garding the impact of arts organizations in other communities. It was

hoped that additional case-studies focusing on a wide array of institu-
tions would Tead t0 a better understanding of the economic effects of

various types of arts activities in aiternativefcommunity.settings.

e

The six individual case studies deal with a limited set of ]?cai

7

cultural attractions‘ The necessity to conduct simthaneous audience

PR

studies over several weeks as well as other demands 1mposed by study

methods sharply limit the number of 1nst1tutions that ¢an be 1nc1udedf

The case studies report on the 1mpact of 111ustrat1ve 1nst1tutions selec-
ted by the 1oca{‘sponsoring agencies. They are not studies “of the 1mpact

of-all local artistic and cultyral actjvities.

M -

C. The Institutions Ekamined in Columbus
) ~

This report_is the resu]t of research on the audiences, staff,. and .
financial and operating characteristics of the following six cu1tura1

ihstitutions in the Columbus SMSA:

-

1




Ballet Metropolitan o
Columbus Museum of Art '
Columbus Symphony Orchestra
Center of Science & Industry
Players Theatre of Columbus
Columbus Association for the v
Performing Arts (Ohio Theatre) '

\‘ , -
These 1nst1tutions repfesent a wide range‘of institutiona] typqs.énd in- '._-'
clude some of the more we]] known 1oca1 organ1zat1ons ‘ Tﬁé~in§titutions
were selected for study by the Greater Co]umbus Arts Counc11 as a resu]t
of a process initiated locally to,udent1fy 1nterested organ1zat1ons.
Principal project staff at the Greater CQ]ymbu; Arts Council together
with active‘]ocaf participants are cited in the ackpoﬁiedgements at the -
outset of this report. | |
~ The examined activities are examples of'tHe‘importance of commi tted
%ndividua1s and groups to she deve]opment of iocél'cu1tura1 1nst1tutions
In 1878, a grOUp of Columbus citizens dec1ded that the city shou]d have
a p]ace in wh1ch to. enjoy thé visual arts. | By the turn of the century,
s an art school had been organ1zed and. funds raised to house an art, ga]]ery
The main Qu11d1ng was built in 1931, and a new wing opened in 1974. The
Columbus Mhseum of Art (formerly the Columbus GaTjerx of Fine Arts)
.houses a broad selection of paintinés and scu]pture augmented by decor-
' afive and ethnic‘a;ts objects. Lectures, classes, fi}ms, and concerts:

RS

are available to the public. . .
The Columbus Associatioﬁ for the Performing Arts, formed in 1969,

has restored the former Loew's and United Artists-Ohio Theatre (1928) as

a performing arts center. In addition to performahces by the éa]]et Met

and the Columbus Symphony Orchestra; the Ohio Theatre hosts performances

by Broadway touring shows, various ethnic dance companies, jazz concerts,

and moviés, as well as performances by many local artists and groups.

15



Players Theatre was formed-as a club in 1923. In ]966f?ne theatre
'opened its dooris to the public and now produces p]éys for adults and

ohildren, as well.as offering classes and workshops. This eommqnity

theétne now produces six to eignt'major productions eachnseason.

'Ba11e% Metropolitan was 1ncorporated in the Statelof Ohio as a
. .

-non profit organ1zat1on in September, 1974. At this writing, Ballet

Metropo11tan 1s imits second year present1np both o]ass1c and~modern
progrems and plans 63 perﬁormanceg for tne j979-1980 season. .

. The Center pf Science.and Industry opened to the public in Apri],
1964 and is a pert of.the Franklig CountyiHistorica1 Society. The
Center's exhibitions are primarily in the fields of science, health,
history and industry.

The Columbus Symphony, which was founded in 1952, presents con-

3

L]

—

certs of c]ass1ca1, chamber, ensemb]e, choral, . opera, and popu]ar music.

The Symphony also présents free or low-cost pub11c serv1ce events for

‘the community.” :
L g

In the following section we p]ace'the‘examined institutions within

the broader context of the Columbus economy and arts community.

N

.
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‘ulat1on of approximately 530,000.).

-~ SECTION II: THE COLUMBUS BCONOMY AND ITS
‘ ARTS»COMMUNITY: AN OVERVIEW

The next section of this report discusses study findings and reviews

X -~
the strengths and limitations of our approachyto'examinihgﬂeconomic ef-

fects. To apgreciate,this‘discussion as well as the effects attributed .

[y

to the six examined institutions, it is usefu1 to examine the economy

and broader arts community of the Co]umbus Metropo]1tan Area br1ef1y

Exh1b1t 3 presbnts telected data of 1nterest on the Co]umbus area

market. ‘

T

The Colygbus Standard Metropobitan Statistical Area or SMSA consists

of Frank11n, Fa1rf1e1d Delaware, Pickaway and Mad1son Counties. The

popu]at1on of the SMSA is est1mated to have grown from 1 017 47 in 1970

o T L

to 1,072, OOO in ' 1976. ] (The- C1ty of ‘Columbus 75 estimated~to have a poﬁw’

*“fvmbus was estab11shed“ﬁn 18+£~as_a~p1anned\bol1t1ca1 center by an
annes
act of the Ohio legislature. ‘The city betame the capital of Ohio 1n 1816,
and later the seat of Frank]in County. Today., government plays an impor-
tant role in the economic stability of the Columbus SMSA,/ébcounting for
2 .
over 19% of employment. The State of Ohio employs over 20,000 area resi-

dents not including Ohio State University which employs some 16,241 people.

]"Popu]ation Estimates and Prbject?ons", Bureau of the Census,
Departpent of Commerce, Series P-25, no. 739, November 1978.

2uCentral Ohio: 79 Outlook", Columbus Bus1ness Forum, Co]umbus Area
Chamber of Commerce, January -1979. P

3The emp]oyment data that appears below i§ taken from "Larqest
Employers in the Columbus Area", Columbus Reg1ona1 Information Center,
Columbus Area Chamber of Commerce, May 1979. '
. , o
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SMSA

. Exhibit 3

-«
b

Demographic Datd on Households

in the Columbus SMSA

INCOME

1977 Median

% of Households by EBI Group ()"

Household (A) $8,000 - $10,000 : . ' .
Effective (B) $10,000 - $14,999 Average Annual Change 1969 Median,
Buying (C) $15,000 - $24,999 in Per Capita Income, Family
Incore. (1) (D) $25,000 and over 1969 to 1974 (2) Income ( 3)
A) (8) (c) (D) "
.$16,336 6.0 18.0 33.9 21.2 7.2% $10,460
CITY ‘
. § ¢
. INCOME ‘
*

1977 Median

% of Households by EBI Group .(1)

1

Household (A) $8,000 - $10,000 , : L _
Effective (B) $10,000 - $14,999 Average Anhual Change 1969 Median
| Buying, - (C) $15,000 - $24,999 in Per Capita Income, Family
Income“fﬂﬁf",_;(D)~$25,000‘and over 1969 to 1974 (2) ' Income (2)
(A) (8) (c) (D) -
$14,743 | 6.8 18.9 32.4 | 16.5. 7.2% $9,729

, * - ' o ' Lo
Effective Blying Income refers to income less personal tax and nontax payments.

include fines, fees, penalties, and personal contributions for social insurance.

15

SOURCES: (1) Sales and Marketing Management,lVo]. 121, No. 2,

July 24, 1978, P. C. - 168.

(2) County and City Data Book 1977, U.S. Dept. of Commerce, -
v Census Bureau, p. 550-551, 722-723.
/// (3) 1970 Census of Population, U.S. Dept. of Commerce, .

Census Bureau,‘Tab1e §9.

Nontax payments

13
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Exhibit 3 (cont'd)

SMSA
EDUCATION, 1970
Persons 25 Years 01d and Over-
Age (As of 12/31/77) ‘School Years Completed (2)
* f‘ ! 4 Yrs.
Median % of Pop. by Age Greuwp (1) ., Less of High: 4 Yrs. of
Age of 18-24 25-34 35-49 50 and than - Schoo T College °
Pop. (T) Yrs. Yrs. Yrs. Over ‘Median 5 Yrs. Or More ‘Or More
- - @ v ' : '
27.7 15.9 | "16.8 “16.1 21.7 12.3 Yrs. | 2.7% 60.7%" 14.0% .
CITY - ii } .
N . EDUC TION 1970 )
Persons 5 Years 01d and Over -
. Age (As of 12/31/77) . School Years Completed (2)
’ - <t 2 : - : . 4 Yrs. .
Median ' -% of Pop. by Age Group (1) , Less of High .4 Yrs. of
Age of - 18-24 25-34 35-49 | .50 and than School College
" Pop. (1) Yrs. - Yrs. Yrs.’ Over Median 5 Yrs. Or More Or More
27.1 18.6 16.9 ~14.6 22.1 12.2 Yrs.| 3.4% - 55.6% 11.4%
SOURCES: (1) Sales and Marketing Management, Vol. 121, No. 2, -
July 24, 1978, p. c. - 164. )
(2) County and City Data Book 1972 u. S Dept. of Commerce,
- Census Bureau, p. 549, 751. B
MIEY o
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Exhibit 3 (cont'd)

POPULATION

POPULATION CHANGE

IN %

1977 -

b

1975
(2)

.

(2)

(3) .

-

1970-1975 -

(2)

1960-1970
(2)

Y
1,082,100
3

1,068,514

1,017,847-

682,962

5.8 -

CITY .

4

POPULATION

POPULATION
CIN %

CHANGE -

3

Jozs -
(2)

(2)

3)

" 1970-1975

(2)

1960-1970 -
@ -

"’Ti‘k;

531,900

535,610

540,025

C| an,3e

. -.8

SOURCES: (1)

2

=

Sales and Marketing Management Vo1 121,

July 24,

County and C1ty Data Book 1927 U.S.

1978,- P.C.-164.

Census -Bureau, p. 548, 720. .
County and City Data Book’1962 u.s.

Census Bureau, p. 432 546.

Dept.

.2,

Dept. of Commerce,

of Commerce,




The federal government (except m111tary) employs over 11, 000 the City of
1‘ | , Co]umbus approx1mate1y‘7 500; the Co]umbus Pub%1c Schaols over 7,000 and |
" Franklin ﬁounty roughly 4, 500. . T | .
-] o , The largest privat? sgctoremp]oyers are Western E]ectri.c ,"the F &R
| .Lazarus Company, Sears, Roebuck and Company, and the tho Bell Te]ephohe
Company, each of“whom emp]oys ove} 5,000 workers vFisher Body, Division®
of GMC, Nat1onw1de Insurance Co., the Kroger Company, and Conra11 each

employ Sver 3,000 workers.’ In addition, there are 26 firms that empTloy

between 1,000 and 3,000 workers. -The home offices of 52 tnsurance éompa¥

nies are Tocated in Columbus. Overall, 24% of the employed work force

\ﬂﬂ | are Emp1oyed 1n retail ®und wholesale trade 20% in manufacturing, and

Y

nearly 20% in services and m1Sce11aneous 1ndustr1es

- — ' The manufactur1ng sector of the Columbus economy has undergone a
, v

O ohri,per1od of rapid growth and d1vers1f1cat1on since the estab11shmentmof a
large airchaft plant in Columbus in 1941. This diversification has in-
cluded the estab}ishment of major plants specializing in the production
‘ - | . ofbspace equipment, automotive ports, electrical equipment and appliances,
chinery, glass, coated fabrics, shoes and tood products.. Rapid expansjon 

has been encodraged by the city's. favorable geOgraphic location and a

transpartation network which 1nc1ydes five major railroads, an extensive

.
.

highway network, and the airport, Port Columbus, located seven miles east

-

~ of downtowr},4 .

The Columbus Bus{fess Forum reports that "the movement towald a ser-

vice-oriented egonomy is reflected in the opening of several new businesses

- 4Th\e majority of the 1nﬁormat1on that follows is taken from "Central -
Ohio: .79 Outlook", Columbus Business Forum, Columbus Area Chamber of >
Commerce," op. cit.

B




VoL

}
1n areas supporting recreat1on and tour1sm, hea]th, and other SOC1a1 ser-

'
v««sr ’\‘%7 %}y?‘& 1_'- . ;}.. % *,

W
vices."  New restaurants-are open1ng, and numerous 1mprovements have been
deve]oped, including the Ohio Center convention comp]ex widh its compan1on

600 room Hyatt Qegency hote], the new 300 room Marr1ott Inn, and the new

I3

H11t9n Inn-East. The. Chamber of Commerce)be11eves that these prOJects

have generated new conf1dence in downtowﬁ‘Go]umhus as a p]ace to work, shop .\
_ 6. ‘ - o |
: and,live. The devéTopment of downtown as an enterta1nment and Teisure . e

»

hcenter.has heen further enhanced by the p;ograms of Co]um&us_ants and cu]-igi . |
‘tural organizations. S . 3 ;i?l } f“.i

“ The ex:%dned institutions are.only six of the 170 ndn:profit arts fhf~i. B
ang cultural organizations identified by the Greater'Colu bus Arts

Council. These institutions represent a r1ch array of artisti

tura] act1v1ty While the exam1ned institutions may typ1fy the impact o

\ .
Of various types of institutions, they are not intended to represent\

- 7“the full-range of Woca]]y avai]ab]e commercial and non-profit activities.

Consequent]y, various assumpt1ons will need to -be made by individuals -
seek1ng‘to generalize concern1ng the status and impact of thevent1re 1oca1
cu]tura] industry". It is clear, however, that the examined 1nst1tut1ons
do not exhaust the impact of this 1ndustry, however it is def1ned ‘Forv_ .
example, census data for 1970 (wh1ch remains the best ava11ab1e until next \\\
- o year) show a total df 2,847 emp]oyed Writers, Artists\and Entertainers'l

. - . C ) n
v o
.

/ b

5"Centra] Ohio: 79 Qutlook", Columbus Business Forum, Co]umbus Area
Chamber of Commerce, January 1979, p. 25

6"Centra'] Ohio: 79 Outlook", Columbus Business Forum, Co]umbus'Area‘
Chambern of Commerce, January 1979, p. 20.




. Use and Access Laboratories, New York: Publi h1ng enter for Cultural

in the Co]umbus SMSA * Total fulj t1me emp]oyment at the exam1ned 1nst1—

_tut1ons was' 123. : - ,' o - oo

- R N .’
. . ~

Even a casual 1nspect1on ofy the aréa yellow pages te]ephqne d1rec-

tory reveals a var1ety 02 enterpr1ses, some portion of wh\ch may be cu]-
e

.tural if not.the arts: Exh1b1t 4 cites se]ected categor1es w1th1n'the ©f

-

d1rectory and the number of estab11shments ligted.
Data on the 1mpact of some e]ements of these add1t1ona1 bush ess
J,/
sectors 1s ava11ab1e/$rom thJ(kmnty Bus1ness Patterns ser1es (19}7)

_ Be]ow are 11sted for examp]e dafa“om various r;ta11 estab11shments |

d used by the. genera pub]1c together w1th the1r Standard Industr1a1 N
CTass1f1cat1on.code *k . . v ' o ) _'-
¥ R a 3 - . ‘Payroll
, R iy - Number EmpToyees ($000) -
SIC 5732, TV-Radio Stores =~ 71 - - 585 6,184
~SIC 5733 Music’ and Recoerd Stores. =~ . 36 167 - 1,543
SIC 5942 Bookstores - . R c. 28 - 212. 1,379
SIC 5946 Phetography Stores 21 85 - 634
SicC 7832 Movie Theatres (except dr1ve in) 32 - 487~ 2;028 “
| CTOTAL 187 T 1,516 - 11,768

A

7 - . . - -
. “This represents actors, architects, authors, dancers, désigners

‘musicians and compgsers, painters and sculptors, photographers, radio

and’ TV announcers, and a miscellaneous category. Excluded are individuals

*employed in ar@ galleries and other arts-related positions. - Source:

Where Artists Live: 1970, Research Division)Report #5, A Study by Data

4

Resourees, July 1977.

~**This approach to describing the culture 1ndustry was suggested by
Louise Wiener's analysis of the national culture jndustry, c.f. Louise
Wiener, "The Culturdl. Indusgry Profile," unpublished-memo, January 1979;
-developed for submission to the Federal Council on the Arts and Humanities
"as“par@ f a broader issues 1dent1f1cat1on memorandum. Data cited above
are conser ive if only because census conf1dent1a11ty requirements limit
the ava1lab111ty of -data when the number of firms is small. Employee data
indicates total number of perSons emp]oﬁed whether full¥or part-time.

-4 -

a*

; ’ :_ .A 4 26

-
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Exhibit 4

Number of Various Arts and Cultural Establishments

. ) . . Listed in the Columhg$ Metropolitan Area Yellow Pages

.

Are: Music:

- Galleries and Dealers (1) 47 Arrangers and Compesers 4
Metalwork | - Background » . 15 |
) Needlevor% and Materijals 17 Dealers ' -
h Restoration Lo : Instruction:
Schools 3 ‘ - Instrumental 35
, . : : Vocal 4
Artists: .
Commercial-(2) ° 38 Musical Instruments: .
Fine Arts (2) . 15 Dealers 47 S
Materials and Suoplies 39 Repair 26
e ) \ Wholesale and Manufacturers 3
V/ Bock Dealers: ) :
ki . Retail (3) . 7% Musicians (3) . 5. .
Used and Rave 8 S ) )
vholesale ° 5 Orchestras and Banas : 9
Costumes: : Organs 34
Masqueradz and Theatre 7 Repair and Tuning 10
N )
Craft Supplies 55 ) Photo Engravers 4
Dancing: . ‘ Photo' Finishing (Retail) 68
- o Ballrocms ' ’ : 1. ” . n
Instructior . 60 . Photographers:
Supplies * 8 Aerial 6
' ’ Commercial 69
’ 3 Flower Arranging; ' + Portrait (4) 88
Instruction - Supplies and Equipnent
> - o Wholesale -
. Glass: . \» .
Staised and Leaded 7 Piano and Organ liovers 9
Hobby and Model Supplfes: ' Pianos: .
Retail ) 23 : Instrument . 36 ’
' Repair and Tuning .21 :
Libraries: . . T .
Public i 34 ‘ .Quilting 1
Magicians 4 Records: ' Yo
Supplies * 6 . Retail . 3
Wholesale and Manufacturers 12
’ Motion Picture? ‘
‘ - * Supplies and Equipment 18 Sculptors ) 1
N Film Libraries 7 v - - .
Laboratories . 5 Silver and Goldsmiths ' 3
Producers and Studios 12 _ .
L , \ Theatres (5)° 68
Murals 2 o ., . "1
. . v ‘ Theatrical ;
‘useums 7 Agencies (6) - ‘4
- Equipment and Supplies. 6
- ) ° . Makeup : 4
Source: Columbus Yellow Pages. May understate number in Columbus SMSA. ) . ' .

(1) Includes fine arts, graphics, photography, prints, framing.

v " (2) Includés many specialty shops such as religious, science fiction,

adult newsstands, etc.
3) Includes both individuals and groups.
4) The percentage of portrait photographers also listed as commercial

photographers is 70%.
(5) Includes playhouses, movie houses, adult pictures and drivains
(6) Includes talent agencies magicians, entertainment camps. . .

ERIC T o .2';7

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




kN
-

Othek Tocal retail establishments serve the needs of professional

~artists and amateurs: as well as the general pub11c resfiding both within

and outs1da the Columbus SMSA These 1nc1ude ‘industries 1nvo]ved in

the manufacﬁure and d1str1but1on of arts-related goods and services,
rang1ng from\arts and crafts supp11es and musical instruments to photo-
graph1c equ1p ent and books. Arts services overlooked range from te1e—
vision and recbrding facilities, to movie distriMition, con;ervation and
a host of other\arts-related production or distribution activities.

‘In the follpowing section of this nepont we review our findings
concern1ng the -edonomic 1mpact of the six exam1ned institutions.  The
'copc1ud1ng sect1o of th1s study is devoted %o a review of the 11m1ted
nature of our analysis, including a discussion of the less tangible

economic effects thqt have not been identified.
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SECTION III: 'THE ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF SIX CULTURAL INSTITUTIONS .
ON THE COLUMBUS METROPOLITAN AREA

A, Study.?rocedUres

Scope of Study

Th1s study reports on the econom1c effects of the six local cu]tura]
inst1tut1ons selected by the Greater.Cp]umhusyﬁrts Council and described
briefly at the end of Section I of thds report. ‘The’organizations .
examined‘ane illustrative of various types of cultural attractions available
Tocally but are not a(scientitit sample. No attempt has been hade to assess
whether the effects.attrtbutab]evto‘the examined'institutions are typical
of the broader-universe df Columbus area cu]tura] activities Additional
caveats goncern1ng the 1nterpretat1on of study f1nd1ngs and the1r use in -
developing cultural or economic development: po11c1es are presented in the
conc1uding“sect1on-of this report. The conservat1ve and Timited nature
“of our methods is.reviewed below. In the d1scuss1en ‘that fo]]ows, terms .
such as "1oca1 " “the Columbus metropo11tan area," and "the Cotumbus
region".are USed-interchangeab1y to identify the Columbus Standard Mefrof
politan Statisticai Area (SMSA), which, as noted ear1ier, includes
Frank]in, Fairfier, ﬁe]aware, Pickaway anddMadison‘Counties. 'A11 figures

are for fiscal 1978 unless otherwise noted.

Study,Methods and their Limjtations

To assess the local econamic: effects of arts institutions, we have
déve]oped an approach that focuses on the impact of institutional opera-

tions on important sectors of the community. Various aspects of

e

"
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institutional operations are referred.to as direct effects fhe con—
servative and 1imited natUre of thesmodel reflects its nartow focus on
" the most readi]y avaiiabie direct effects: 1local spending/by the 1n7
S stitution, its staff househo]ds, guest artists,_and audiences These
direct effects are then anaiyzed using a 30 equation model to determine
secondary effects on government, bus1ness, and individuals. The dis-
cussion below highlights various other conservative aspects of our |
methodoiogy that may Tead to an underestimate of total direct effects,
In particuiar, the reader is referred to the discussion of audience
spending which reviews the impact of our conservative approach to
identifying&iocai and v1s1tor spending |
Direct effects are identified using the procedures discussed below.
"These expenditures made in the‘community‘by the-institution, its staff,
guest artists'and audiences have a secondary-impact inasmuch as they
1ead to local personal incomes and jobs, additionai local business ‘
vo]ume, oank depos1ts, 1nvestments by firms 1n needed property and .
o "' equipment and tax revenues from such sources as sa1es, property and
. income tares. we have sought, in effect, to trace the impact of a flow
of doi]ars through the‘community beginning‘with an initiai eXpenditure
by the examiped institutions, their staff, guest artists and audiences.

Local expenditures by the 1nstitutions represent a return to the

community of income from various sources. These_inciude grants from
¢ R . 3

“ ,priyate and goVernmenta1 sources, cohtributions, sales to non-local resi-
. ) » o :_‘ 'vr'ﬂl '

dents, and endowments. Some portion of institutional income represents
"new" dollars in the sénse that they were ngt already in the cammunity

and might never have appeared or remained were it not for the examined

o ‘ ) L J1)
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iy,

jnstjtutioﬁs.‘vFor example, ticket‘and other sales to visitors involve
: dollars not.already in the community aé may'all or a portion of grants
frﬁh various private aqd go?ernmenta] sources. . We.havé not attempted
to identify "new" dollars egcept in the case of visitor spending nor
have we examined the extent to wﬁ?ch the artsifé;trict'impérts, 1.e.§
include sales that might have gone to 1nst1tution§Aoutside.the community
had there been no locally éyailqble activities. : ‘L/ (
Many persons'believe‘thgt there is a richer, Tess fangi@]e, and more
- indirect sense in which arts and cultural actiVitiés affect fhe 1oca11
ecohomy. ‘We have traced the impact of expenditqre§ direét]yrassociatéd.
with institutional operations. Some persons be]ieVe that thé availability
of gg]tura]‘attract%ons'haéyén additiohai‘impéct due’ to effeétS‘On thé
percehtion;,‘satisfactions ahd résu]ting béhaQior_pf”househo1ds and firms,
A(for example, the decision by a firm to Tocate in the'community or remain
and éxpand.) No attempt has beeﬁ méde to 1déntify and as;ess these more

subtle and indirect relationships.*

~ Data Requirements

[

It was.necessaryvto’conduct several surveys in order to identify Tocal
spending by the examined institutions, their staff, guestAartists‘andA:

audiences. Institutions were asked to complete a data inventory which

o A

* . - : ) '

These issues are .explored in more detail- in David Cwi, "Models of
the Role of the Arts in Urban Economic Development”, forthcoming. in

. Economic Policy for the Arts, Hendon and Shanahan, (eds.), ABT Books, 1980. -
Research on the implications of "ecopomic impact" data far regional cost-
sharing of arts and cultural institutions by the several. units of govern-
ment that comprise a metropolitan area can be found in David Cwi, "Regional
Cost-Sharing of Arts and Cultural Institutions," Northeast Regional Science
Review, Vol. IX, 1979. g :

e
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.




includes necessary information on their operating and financial character-

istics, including total expenditures with Tocal firms. This inventory
was completed with assistance from Tocal study staff. lQuestionnaires )
‘were a]so'compTeted‘by the staff and audiences of the examined institu_
tions. In addition, extensive data were collected from 1oca11y avai]ab]e
reports on matters ‘as varied as the tax rates and bases for a]] Tocal
Jurisdictions, 1oca1 governmental expenditures, and the number of 1oca1
housing units and households. OQur procedures included the training and
monitoring of local study staff to@ether with documentatiOn of local
procedures. Various procedures were uti]ized to assure audience study
quatity. A comp]ete review of data requirements and procedures is pro- .

vided in;a forthcoming technica1 supp]ement. Selected issues regarding

. estimates of audience spending are reviewed below.
‘ " B. Direct Effects

The direct effects of the examined institutions inc]ude‘]oca] spend—
ing for goods and serVices, sa]aries and wages to 1oca1 residents, and
.expenditures by guest artists and audiences Each of these effects s
. discussed below. As. noted ear1ier, we have not identified the extent to
‘which these direct effects involve ‘new" do]]ars except in the case of
visitor audience. spending Exhibit 5. presents se]ected data on. institu-
tiopal direct effects during fisca1 1978. These direct’ effects 1ead to
‘secondary effects involv1ng 1oca1 bUSinesses, government and indiVidua1s

P

These are reviewed inmediately fol]oWing our discuSSion of direct effects.

4 : ) . -~
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Exhibit 5

Summary of Direct Effects for Six Arts Institutions !

in the Columbus SMSA, FY 1978

Highest and Lowest Values

-

Total for % of Total of the Examined Institutions
‘all Institutiops -~ - Direct Spending Low : High
Local expenditures of the institutions: = B ' ._ o o s '
for goods and-services : : : $1,525,012 . o280 $42,800 $618,158
Employee sagaries and wageé ‘ , . _ .$2,0h5,§81 32% $54,325 ., $743,574 4
, o e R ; &
Local audience spending {(other than ' - ‘
ticket pricg) o " S $1,669;O70 . 26% v $§1,577 .« $663,800
’ ) v . A o M . - -
Non-local audience spending (sole . - R o '
reason)* ’ T $ 964,368 - 15% _"' e 8 5a‘933 S $602,3§]| )
Guest artist spending . : t$ 132,390 o § 0 $116,100
TOTAL DIRECT SPENDING o $6,336,821 | 1008k . R

1)

. * L ' . .~ . ) :
> " 0Only includes spending by visitors indicating that attendance at the examined -institution was the sole
" “reason for their visit to Columbus. For data on other classes of visitors see text and Exhibit 6.

*- . . J ..’ . - ’ i . ) .
“"Does not round to 100% due to rounding. - 3 L e

-~
I
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Local Institutional ExpenditUres for Goods, Services and Salaries &

It dis est1mated that the examined institutions made 70% of their ex-
penditures for»goods_and services with local vendors and that this totalled
$1,525,012. The percentage'of non-labor expendituyres made 1ocat1y by the
examined 1nstftution$ ranged trom i4%-to 98%. An add1t1ona1 $2 045,981
was spent’for salaries and xfges to local households. No est1mate has

been made of the 1mpact of add1tﬁona1 earned and other income by 1nst1tu—

t1ona1 emp]oyee househg]ds (The ayerage,percentagf of tota] household

A L

income earned at any one of the examined instftutions‘was reported by

their full-time employees to range from\90% to 100%.) -

Guest Art1st Spend1ng

g i

v

- Each year, CU1tura1 1nst1tut1ons also contract with non- res1dent de!!E
signers, directors, conductors, featured so1o1sts, uring groups and ‘;
others. These non-resident "quest art1'sts\ll were‘reizrled to have’ spent a
total of’$132,399 locally. No attempt has been made .to include spending~

by -guest artist entourage.,
g -

Audience Spending . ' | o o e

Decisions regarding the handling of\audience data can have a major

o~ .

impact on "economic impactd estimates. Be a prisad that we have only
counted the ancillary spending of visitors from oytside the metropolitan
area who indicated that attendance at the'arts‘ ent was their sole reason

for being in the community.* At some institutions this is a small

s

*Persons may visit a community for a number of reasons and once there

i may'happen to attend a cultural event, a decision they made only after they

arrived. Under these circumstances, it seems inappropriate to count ex-
penses incurred during their visit as an impact of the cultural institution.
Even when they planned ahead of time to attend the cultural activity, this
may not have been the sole reason for their.wisit. In keeping with studies to
date, we have counted all complementary spending by local audiences-as an im-
pact of the arts. This should not be taken to imply that this spending might -
not have occurred had there been no arts activity (c.f. the caveats that con-

* clude this report) These issues will be explored further in the paper in

progress rev1ew1ng the ent1re Partnership Citiés project.

R ,, | 35 - -
ke .
o - " : ’
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‘fees.

.

percemntage of total wisitor attendance and spending. It i§’fmportant to

note that many visitors indicated that they had planned ahead of time to

“attend éveﬁ though attendance at a cultural activity was not.the sole

3
)

" reasen for their visit. Exhibits 6 and 7 present selected data on visi-

-tOr,Spéndjpg; These data: can bé used to estimate 'the impact of audience

spendiné‘utilizing other (less restrictive) assumptions.
Asfcan,be seen from Exhibit 6, total attendance by local residents
is estiﬁaxed to be 574,904 persons.* At the examined insfitutidns, TOcaA

audiencés spent sums ranging from $2.04 to $3.54 ,per person per visit for

‘items such as meals and parking. During fjscé] 1978, local audiences are

-cdnsercétive1y gstimated to have 'spent $1,669,070 over4and,above admissién ;/ :

1
[

An estimated 124,016 visitors from outsidelthe SMSA attended the ex-
ahined institutions during fiscal 19?8.' They compriséd from 4% to 24.9%
of toté] atfendance dépending on the'institution.' of thiss,v}sitors,
66,970 are estiﬁated to have visited Columbus speéificai]y tdrattend'the

institutions under study. Many other visitors expected to attend while

.......

visiting Columbus, but it was not their "sole ¥&dson" (c.f. Exhibit 7).
T o

*In evaluati¥r audience expenditures, it is*important to note that
audience surveys conducted té estimate audience spending were carried out
in the late fall and winter. While this fell within the season of several
of the examined institutions, it excluded the spring-and summer months.
This may have affected estimates of the number of visitors to the Columbus
anea that attended the institutions as well as estimates of audience spending.
In addition, data on average per capita spending, while appropriate for the
calculations necessary to estimate economic effects, may be less useful as a
descriptive measure of a typical audience member's spending. Median spending

. was significantly less due to the fact that many parties reported none or

very little spending. These issues, including the quality of data on spen@ing
available from self-administered questionnaires, will be explored further in
the paper in progress reviewing the entir~ Partnership Cities project.

° . -
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Exhibit 6 . - .

- . Audience Symmary Data for Six Arts Institutians

A

Surveys conducted in Fall and Winter of 1978-79.

Attendance adjusted

to exclude in-school performances and -institutional events outside the

SMSA.
- this adjusted attendance.
methods and procedures. -

The average reported for all institutions is weighted based on
See technical supplement for 1nformat1on on

37

- ( . X o
. N .+ in the Columbus SMSA*
- ‘ s 4 ; - . ) .
, RS : - Highest and Lowest Values
’ » . -~ Total Over - .. -of the Examined Inst1tut1ons
X Six Fnstjtuttons Low ' - H1gh =
Total Attendance . . - . . et
‘@ . o T
Local attenders . < 574,904, 18 831 . - ~201,763
Non-local attenders (tota]) 1245016 -~ 785 53,016 .
Non-local® attenders (sple- reason) 66,970 - 412 ~41,832 -
¢ Average Over .
. | Six_Institutﬁons N
Where Audience Resides ) )

% residing: ) . ' :
1) in Columbus ' 47.3% . 43.9% 53.6%
2) outside Columbus but in SMSA 35.0% 31.2% . 42 .4%

~3) outside SMSA \ 17.7% 4.0% . 24.9%

Aud1ence‘$9end1og ’

Local Audience
% of individuals reporting .o _
any spending 72% 53% - 80%
Per Capita spending $2.90 $2.04 $3.54

Non—]oga1 Audience ~

‘Per Capita spending: \ -

sole reason , $14.40 \
not sole reason (other v1s1tors) $89.44
. Bt @
Other Non-Local Aud1ence Data
Mean d1stance traveled to
event/performance: -
sole reason 63 miles
not sole reason (other visitors)' 68 miles
% staying in hote]:ﬁ
sole reason 5%
not sole reason (other vigitors) 19%
Mean number of nights in the area:
sole reason 0.26 nights
not sq]e reason (other visitors) 4729 nights




+ Exhibit 7 -

e A : - . - ..Six Columbus Ants’InstitutiGns: Percentage

of Audience from Out-of-Region

4
-
<

% of,Qgt—of—Region % of Out-of-Region Audience

Name of Institution and % Audience From . Audienck Who Expected - Who €Came Specifically to
Total Audience Sample Size - ' _Out-of-Region , to Attend Institution ., Attend Institution
Baliet Metropolitan (n=497) £ 141 o a 85.2¢ S 62.3
Columbus Museun of Aft (n=369) 13.8 70.2 27.7
Co]umbus'Syﬁbhony Orchestra (n=504) 7.2 « . - i 89, 3* - ;. 67.9%
Center of Science & Industry (n=516) - 24.9 : 60-.2 | ) ' . 26.6
Players Th.atre of Columbus (n=476) 4.0 B 88.2¢ - - - 52.9%
Columbus Association for the . ‘ o s |
Performing Arts (Ohio Theatre) ' c o L
(n=531) 3 18.8 T 93.6 : : 88.5
~
* ’ ‘
There are on]y_a Timited number of visitor cases in these instances due either to
small sample size or to the small percentage of visitors in the audience on the >,

dates surveyed. These data should be treated with caution.

-

-
v

&

39




~

s

~act1v1t1es.*, Persons for whom attendance at the-cultural 1nst1t

-$5,102,194. s o

V1s1tors from outs1de the SMSA are of spec1a1 interest 1nasmuch as
- -
the1r spend1ng represents new' dollars. Across a]] exam1ned 1nst}tut1ons,

surveyed out- of -region ' "sole reason' v1s1tors reported per capita xpendi-

tures of $14 .40, resu1t1ng n tota] expend1tures of $964 368 that jcan be-

,conservat1ve1y attr1buted to the draw1ng power of the exam1ned cu1'ura1

Y

C.. Secondary Effects

art1sts and aud1ences As we have %ndicated,-some'of .the# purchases<are
made w1th do]]ars already in the commun1ty, e.g. that port10n of adm1ssnon

income received by ‘the 1nst1tut1on from 1oca1 res1dents (as opposed to

i

'v1s1tors) and returned to the community through 1nst1tut1ona1 sa]ar1es,

wages and 1oca1 purchases of goods and services. Inc]uded also are con- -

tr1but1ons or payments for services from41oca1 government Data‘on -

-

government revenues received by the exam1ned 1nst1tut10ns 1n f1sca1 1978
is presented in the section on government expend1tures and revenues.

These direct effects, some~of which involve "new dollars, represent

institution-related expenditures with local firms and local households.

This income is in turn respent by them. Respending in the commu;ﬁty of

dollars identified as direct effects leads to $econdary effects invo]vfngf
> o

]oca]‘businesSes,“government, and individuals'. These secondary effects -

—_ . . . - - . i

*As can be seen from Exhibit 7, at several institutions the sample
of visitors was so small as to make analysis difficult for items as vari-
able as visitor spending. Analysis across institutions was performed as
described in the technical supplement. ‘Estimates of visitor spending
should be. treated with caution.. ' . ‘
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take a variety ¢f forms, ipcluding additiopal local personal income and
. * . > :
jobs, additional local business voTumé:-bank deposifs, investments by

firms in needed property ‘and equipment, and tax revenues from such

-

sources.as sales, property and inceme. taxes.

I .

Secondary Business Volume, Personal. Income and Jobs

Interindustry or input-output ana]ysis has evolved as a principal
ana]yfica] tool for 1déntifying's;condary'éffecté guch as secondary busi- L i
ness 'vo1ume, personal 1"ncomela'nd jobs:.gecéuse an appreciation for the |
technique is useful for understahdiné‘the;e secbndary effécts, we wi]]
take a moment to brieffy reViéw it.. A;principai bﬁrpose of the technique
is to identify the .portion ofv}nst}tufion—re1§;ed direct effects that
is respent 1oca11y by tocal héuéeho]ds and firms and to assess the impact
of this respending. | ' |
- The process is called “1nté;industfi" ana]ysis'because it begins.
with the recognition that aﬂéa]e in any one industry results in'a_comp1exr
in®erindustry interéction aé}firms buy and sell to one another.j To L
,pfoduce and sell an ﬁdditﬁona1 unit of putput, a fifmyrequires ;‘;{vam'.e.‘cy.~
of resohrces; including édods, services, and 1abor.Pm::hg\of these needs
can be ﬁet locally through purchases from 19pa1 firms: Others cannot.
Consequently, only some portion of ahy do]]ar of sales remaihS'iﬁ the
community; nahe]y,~thqt por@ion‘thﬁt is returneditQ the community through
ﬁocasza1aries and purchases from 1océl s&pp]iers. These supp}je}s in
turn must purchase gaods, éervibes énd'aabor. “Some of their needé can

be met 1oca11y.and others not.” -This leads to further leakage.: (Henée,

the importance of ﬁndustries'that<bring new dollars into the community.)
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Similarly, households that receive income from local firms meet some of

their,needs through purchases‘from local firms while other needs are met

.by-purchases made outside the community.

Thds,'an 1nit1ai dollar of sales in one industry results in a
chain of transactions 1nvotving other industries which return some por-
tion to the local economy to the extent that their needs can be met .
Tocally. By adding up the diminishing increments of this ortginaj dollar
after every transaction with local vendors,Jwe‘can estimate total busi-
ness volume associated with an %nitia]ydo1]ar of sales.' A similar process
can be7used to identify the portion of this dollar of sales that is re-

spent by local firms as salaries and wagescixEstﬁmates can also be made

' ’ v.

of tEe.number of jobs in other business Sectors;supported by a chain of.

1nterindustry transactions beginnfng with 1nst1tUtion—re1ated direct
efteCts" ‘ ‘ B - 3’:

Input- output coeff1c1ents were used to est1mate secondary business
vo]ume, personal income and jobs associated with the fiscal 1978 d1rect
effects of the examined institutions. We'estimate that the secondary
business volume will eventuat1y total some $10,539,968. .This is estimated
to result in $4,044,301 in additiona1 wages representing 574 Co]umbus‘area
Jjobs. Thesewjobs are in addition.to the 123 1ndiv1dua]s‘emp1oyed full-

time at the examined institutions.*

Additional Investment and Egpans1on of the Local Credit Base
Additional secondary effects include an expansion of the local credit

base due to bank deposTts held 1ota11y by the exam1ned 1nst1tut1ons, the1r

ot
&

*Does not include emp]oyees living ¢ '*side the SMSA, nor does it
include the 21 full-time equivalént employees pa1d under the Comprehensive

Emp]oyment and Training Act: (CETA). Vo]unteers are also” excluded from the
economic jmpact analysis.




employees , and‘thekiocai‘businesses'benefitting'from institution—reiated‘
direct effects We estimate that average month]y fiscal 197é baiances in .
buSinesS and emp]oyee saVings and checkJng acc0unts tota]ed $3, 419 777,
'When reduced by federa] and state cash reserve reqUirements, this aiious‘a .
4 an initial expanSion of.the‘credit base»totaiiing-$3,221,487.

Finallty, in fisca1'1978 area firms'benefitting?frombinstitutjon_
refated.direct and secondary business'activity are estimated to have in—
,vested $4, 442 864 in. plant, inventory~and equipment .in support of this
,bu5iness vo]ume This represents the fiscai 1978 'value of these assets
~not expenditures made in fiscai 1978, a]thoUgh a portion of these assets
may have been acquired in that year.' Expenditures,were not necessariiy

made with 10ca1-firmsi Exhibit 8: preSents estimates for each of the’ ‘

secondary effects discussed above ' T

T

D. ]Goverhment Expenditures and Revenues . - | .

In addition to estimating the_direct and secondary effects on busi-
”vnesses and individuals attributable t0‘the examined institutions; we have
sought to.estimate the effect on local government revenues and expenditures
in fisca1n1978. Local governmental revenues examined ificlude real estate’
taxes paid to metropolitan area jurisdictions by the examined institutions
.and their employee househo]ds as well .as a portion of property taxes paid
by businesses benefitting from institution related direct effects. Estimates
:iwere a]so made of,iocai sales and income,tax revenues attributable to in-
)stitution—reiated direct effects (excluding tax exempt expenditures by the
institutions themselves.) Additiona] governmental revenues~identified

include lotal hqtel taxes, gasoline taxes and parking revenues. .Fees to

Tocal governments paid by employee households are not included.
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Exh1b1t g

2. i N

Summhry of Secondany Econom1c Effects for SlX Arts

'Inst1tut1ons in the_Co]umbus SMSA, FY 1978

Secondaﬁy busfnéss volume generated :
by -institution-related direct effects v $10,539,968

Secondary pefsona] 1ncomés generated by a
institution-related direct effects* . $ 4,044,301

Numher of secondary full-time jobs in :
Columbus SMSA attributable to-institution-
related direct effects** : 574

Initial ekbansion of the local credit base $ 3,221,487

. Current value of backup 1nVentory,'edu1p-
. ment and property | $ 4,442,864

Does not include $2,045,981 in salaries to employees at, the Six
arts and cultural organ1zat1ons

*%
Does not include 123 full-time jobs at the six arts and cultural L .

organizations.

a




" Our estimates of costs to local governments in the Co]dmbus area are

based-on estimates of 1oca1 governmenta] operat1ng costs assoc1ated with

the prov1s1on of services to emp]oyee households 1nc1ud1ng the cost of °
public: 1nstruct1on for households with ch11dren in the public- schoo]s

' (No est1mate has been made of the costs assoc1ated w1th serv1ces to the

w

1nst1tut1ons themse]ves ) ‘Local government contracts for serv1ces, grants
and operat1ng subsidies are included when applicable and are presented in
Exhibit 9. Because the. 1nst1tut1ons are tax exempt Fac111t1es, we have
estimated the value of foregone property taxes based on est1mated assessed
values and tax rates. Foregone property‘taxes are’estimated‘to'tota1
$171 391 in fiscal 1978.

Exhibit 10 summar1zes institution- re]ated governmenta] costs and
revenues. Included as costs are local governmental grants and fees for
services (cf. Exhibit 9). In reviewing Exhibit 10, bear in mind the

{

limited nature of oUr-ana1ysis. No inforhation is avai]ab]e'by which
to assess whether the 1dent1f1ed effects on business, individuals and
government are typ1ca1 of the broader universe of Co]umbus area cu]tura]
institutions. The tax effects shown are specific to the examined mix of
institutions.

Revenues to local government inclyde real estate taxes paid to
Jurisdictions in the Columbus SMSA by the arts institutions and their
employees, and taxes on business property déroted to servicing the in-

stitutions. These totaled $221,585 in fiscal 1978. I'ncome taxes at-

tributable to institutional employees and their households totaled

"$51,215. Sales taxes, local hotel taxes, gasoline taxes and state-aid

to Tlocal governments attributable to institution-related staff households

provided an additiona] $24,618 in local government revenues. Parking

15
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. Exhibit 9 o ' ' |
- Government Revenues of Six Art Institutions
. S : 3 1 . Fay
- - ~ Columbus SMsA, 1977-1978
.2 . T 3 ' :
Federa) State Local - Total
- Center of Science , . o : - -
& Industry | : $ - .. % -- “ :’ $30,000 $ 30,000
Columbus Museum of ~ . ‘ o ” L | o :
Art o A 50,000 - 27,328 32,350 109,678
Columbus Associatfon o - I “ - Ty
for the Performing =~ _ ST : ' -
Arts (Ohio Theatre) ' .- ' 23,800 . 6,000 ' 29,800
. ’ - : | ﬂ
/ Columbus Symphony - . : SR - : :
Orchestra ;. + 70,500 29,550 : 12,695 | 112,745 .
Players Theatre of o . _ .'  d " L | -
Columbus ‘ - .. 6,100 4,282 10,382 L
Ballet Metropolitan 175 ¢ 7,300 3,000 ~ _11,675 1
TOTAL o _' - $121,875 $94,078 . . $88,327 | $304,280
_\\SOURCE: Institutioné] Data Iﬁventoriés, Ahditors' Reports, 1978. ) .
Excludes non-operating grants, _ _ C ks - L
2 s ) . ‘ h ot ,!] ' l ‘
Excludes CETA funds A B ' o Co

Includes all revenues received from governments 14 the SMSA.

r . N «
» B : .



‘Exhibit 10

Se]ected Revenues and Costs to Local Government Attr1butab1e '

-

to S1x Co]umbus Arts Inst1tut1ong

-; . ‘v"l ~ Revenues oo
| Real estate taxes paid to Jur1sd1ct1ons in the o ) :7-
| Columbus SMSA by the arts institutions, their | : -
i o emp]oyees, and business property devoted to - o
; servicing the institutions , _ : . $221,585
} " Locally retained sa1es tax on 1nst1tut1on— _ : S
W related ‘business vo]ume o ‘ . % 5,521
 Local income tax revenues attributable to
institutional employees and their households - C $,51,215
State aid to local governments attributable ’
5 to institutional employee households $ 11,898
‘ Local hotel taxes ?]' ' $ 2,251
] Gasoline taxes . R : ' gﬂ 4,948 < "
- . . TOTAL - " $297,418 T
: ‘ : v N .. - . ")
. _Parking revenuesgc__ o \,#‘ - % 83 833 .
;?TotaT“reVenues)to 1oca1;§avernment o ‘$381 ZSL
H g . , B
Total costs to local government ‘ :
a Operat1ng qosts of 1oca1 governments : '
and schoots3 | . - $157,022
Grants to study institutions . : ¢ 88,327
| TOTAL .- ,$285,349

.

. ]Does not include estimates of sales, property, or income taxes
. associated with institution-related secondary effects. See dis-
: cuss1on in text.

2Based on estimates made by irstitutional personnel..

Inc]udes cost of services to employee “ouseholds not services to
institutions.
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‘retenbes nere.estimated at $83 833 for a tota1'ot‘$381 251 in'1ocaT gdvern—
ment revenues. attr1butab]e to the examined ]n§t1tut1ons¢ ‘ ‘
. N _"'y,‘ ‘ Sa]es,'1ncome and property tax est1mates are undoubtedly conserva—
“tive 1nasmuch as no est1mate has ‘been made of ‘taxes pa1d by 1nd1v1dua1s
. benef1tt1ng from: 1nst1tut1on re]ated secondary effects In add1t10n, no}
attempt has been ‘made t0'assess\the favorab]e or»unfavorabie spt]]oter
. effects of institutidna1 dperations on:surrounding taxable broperty values.
These may be either posfttve or negative. _Finai]y, no attempt has been
made to assess'the governmental costs'orlbenetits associated with the more
subtle effects claimed. for the-arts and alluded to at the outset df this
discussion of economic effeCts. Ourlapprdach to estimatdng tax revenues.
is described in the separate technical supp]ement accompanying this repont.
Data used in developing these estimates are also included. |
‘; . Results of the emp]oyee survey 1nd1cate that 93% of emp]oyees at
the examined institutions reside in the city of Columbus, w1th'the remain-
‘der concentrated elsewhere in Frankiin county. Approximate]y 38% of em-
ployees are homeowners. MEmp]oyees report a total of 25 thildren in local
public schools.
| Costs to local government included $15f,022 in operating cdsts of
J . local governments and schools, and $88,327 in 1oca1 government gnants to
‘the examined institutions for a tota] cost to 1bca1 government of $245,349.
As" noted above, this does not include additional costs that mayvbe associ-
ated with specific governmenta1 services to the examined institutions.
The following section concludes this'report with caveats regarding

the study findfngs, including cautions against the possible misuse of

“"the findings.




SECTION IV: CONCLUDING CAVEATS-REGARDING -
- | e " STUDY FINDINGS

) i
4

. ~ We have sought to'jdentify‘a Timited range of'effects direct]j trace-

£

" -able to ﬁnstitufiona1,activities'when the institution is viewed simply ad)

a local business enterprise. The 1mportance of artistic and cu]tura] in-
st1tut1ons to. 1nd1v1dua1s, househo]ds, and f1rms and hence the1r broader

and 1ess tangyb]e benefits .may have little to do with pub11c awareness of

_their specific econdmic attributés. “We have focused quite marrowly on

rd

direct dollar flows represented by the institution's local expenditures

for goods, serVices and labor and the expenditures of its guest artists

and audiences. MWe have called these direct effects and conservatively -

. \\\estiﬁaﬁed the secondary effects-in a variety of areas. \For'the‘reasons

“-noted in the discussion of these effectsllsome estimates may be quite
conservative, especially estimates of audience snending and its impact.
The data contained in this repoht'can be used to;address?a number of
questions regarding the economic ro]e of the examined art1st1c and cu]-
tural institutions. It is c]ear, for examp]e that they serve both resi-
dents of and v1s1tops/to the metropo]1tan area. Arts activities may some-
times be so]e]y respdns1b1e for. 1nduc1ng persons outs1de metropo]1tan .
areas to make day and_overnwght tr1ps. It may be assumed that even when
arts activities are ndt solely respdnsible for:these visits, they may often
% be one among dther planned activigies, and so may directly contributevto
Hf-« infreasing the‘number of visits. .
As we noted earlier in our brief review of the Columbus area economy

and arts community, this study is not intended to pass judgement on the
= ‘



» downtown_and'neighbomhbdd’areas. This may help to maintain markets for
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total 1oca1‘cu1tu}a1 1ndustry ~In additioh, we have only sought -to

1dent1fy d1rect and secondary effects as def1ned 1n this report. This‘E

means that a var1ety of «potentially 1nterest1ng -éffects of the arts haveh

"been overlooked, effects that are not very well understood in any case.

Inc]uded are tlaimed effects of the arts that may be 1mportant to centra1
cities as well as to the regioms of'wh1ch they are a part.
For example, arts events and facilities regu]ar]y br1ng thousands of

suburban residents back to the city and can help draw peopje to redeme]oped
f
other city businesses and create an urban environment attractive not only

to residents but to tourists and convention visitors as well. Consequeqt]y,

. ! |
arts and other faci]ities may be useful -in he]ping to create a climate ]n
i

wh1ch the decision to locate or remain in the city or region is viewed n

. as a r1sk but as an investment. But good research is scarce. And the role

" of the arts and the range .of their more subtle effects is far from clear.*

v

Policy makers are increasing]y aware of the need to plan for multiple
objectives.‘ Activities and programs that were once viewed in complete
isolation now must be understood in terms of the contributions they can

make .to a community's broader objectives, including objectives in such areas

~as economic development and community revitalization. .This study is

not intended to pass judgerent on the economic development role of specific

arts activities. In this connection it may be relevant to repeat and

*In particular, it is difficult to isolate the arts from various
other aspects of community 1ife, ranging from historical and social factors,
to property taxes, the availability of investment dollars, changes in family
size and structure, metropolitan growth policies, and so forth. Further
research is necessary before we will be ahle to model these more subtle
effects and be in a pos1t1on to predict the full potential 1mpact of an in-
vestment in an arts activity.
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“expand the caveats presented in the introduction to the Baltimore Case

1

Study pilot project which pregeded'thé,Partnership Cities Project:

A . ﬂ - ‘,‘4
(1) In presenting our analysis 'of direct and secondary
effects we are not passing judgement on the role of
the examined institutions or cultural institutions
in general _in achieving- economic development or
other objectives: - If direct and secondary effects
are relevant to public funding for various leisure
services then selected cultural institutions may
. warrant support more than many other leisure ser-
vices. However, it cannot be inferred from this -
study that such support is to be preferred in general , : v
over other alternatise uses of public or private { ‘ .
dollars in the fudfillment of specific economic de-- -
“velopment objectives. ' ' '

(2) Some of the economic effects cited may have occurred ;
" seven in the absence of the examined institutions. \
", For example, arts institutions vig for 1ei§g{e—time
dollars that might have been spent in the “gommunity
: even if they were not spent on‘thejarts.uwﬁbnversely,
e some of the interest in artistic and culturgl ac- '
: tivities may be sui generis so that audiences might )
haye travelled to other cities to satisfy th ir desire -
for the arts, or they may have substituted by attending
complementary- Tocal or touring activities. In short, -
if specific institutions had not existed, we simply .do
. ~ not know whether others would have, or, in any case, -
thé extent to which the economic effects noted would .
not have occurred. )

(3) In, providing this analysis of the economic effects of
a sample @f cultural activities we are not advocating .
kthgt economic impact data be used as important deter- -
minants of public policy toward the arts especially
in the absence of clear cut policies of support of the
arts for their own sake.

(4) 1t is important to ncte that the institutions examined
in' this study are at best a sample of a much wider\range
of local non-profit and commercial activities. Inshort,

, the impact of the arts and cultural sector as a whofe is

. much broader- than portrayed in this report. ’




